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Aviation Rulemaking Advisory
Committee; Alr Carrier/General
Aviation Maintenance Subcommittee;
Maintenance Recordkeeping
Requirements Working Group

Agency: Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA), DOT.

acTion: Notice of establishment of
Maintenance Recordkeeping
Requirements Working Group.

suMMARY: Notice is given of the
establishment of a Maintenance
Recordkeeping Requirements Working
Group by the Air Carrier/General
Aviation Maintenance Subcommittee of
the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory
Committee. This notice informs the
public of the activities of the Air
Carrier/General Aviation Maintenance
Subcommittee of the Aviation
Rulemaking Advisory Committee.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Mr. William J. White, Executive |
Director, Air Carrier/General Aviation
Maintenance Subcommittee, Flight

Standards Service (AFS-2), 800 b

Independence Avenue SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, Telephone: (202)
267-8237; FAX: (202) 267-5230.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
established an Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee (56 FR 2190,
January 22, 1991) which held its first
meeting on May 23, 1991 (56 FR 20492,
May 3, 1891). The Air Carrier/General
Aviation Maintenance Subcommittee
was established at that meeting to

" . Requirements Working Group wil

provide advice and recommendations to
the Director, Flight Standards Service,
regarding mechanic certification and
approved training schools outlined in
parts 65 and 147 and the maintenance

“'standards for parts 23, 25, 27, 28, 31, 33,
and 35 aircraft, engines, propellers, and
their component parts and parallel
provisions in parts 21, 43, 81, 121, 125,
127, 129, 133, 135, and 137 of the Federal
Aviation Regulations (FAR). At its
meeting on July 17, 1991 (56 FR 29747,
June 28, 1991), the subcommittee
established the Maintenance
Recordkeeping Requirements Working
Group. .

Specifically, the working group's task
is the following:

Development of an advisory circular
that will address the recordkeeping
requirements of the present FAR and
development of an NPRM that may
include additional items and utilize the
present state-of-the-art for recording
and retention of records.

The Maintenance Recordkeepinlgb
e

comprised of experts from those
organizations having an interest in the
task assigned to it. A working group
member need not necessarily be a
representative of one of the
organizations of the parent Air Carrier/
General Aviation Maintenance .
Subcommittee or of the full Aviation
‘Rulemaking Advisory Committee. An
individual who has expertise in the
subject matter and wishes to become a
member of the working group should
write the peteoa listed under the caption
“FOR FURTMER INFORMATION '
expressing that desire and describing
his or her interest in the task and the
expertise he or she would bring Yo the
working group. The request will be
reviewed with the subcommittee chair
and working group leader, and the
individual advised whether or not the
request can be acoommeodated.

The Secretary of Transportation has
determined that the formation and use
of the Avietion Rulemaking Advisory
Committee aed its ssboommittees are
necessary in the public imterest in
connection with the performance of
duties imposed on the FAA by taw.
Meetings of the full committee and any
subcommithees will be open to the ;
public except as wuthorized by section
10{d) of the Federal Advisory Committee
Act. Moetings of the Maintenance
Recordkeeping Requirements Waorking
Group will aot be open {0 the public,
except to the extent that individuals
with an interest and expertise are
selected te participate. No public
announrcement of working group

Aviation Masntenosce Sohcommittes.
Awviatien Rwlemaking Advisory Commitlee.
[FR Doc. $1-20483 Piled $-26-1; €45 an]
BILLING CODE S970-53-M :
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Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee
Air Carrier and General Aviation Maintenance Issues
121 North Henry Street
Alexandria, VA 22314-2903
TEL: 703-739-9543
FAX: 703-739-9488

October 14, 1997

Mr. Guy Gardner

Associate Administrator
Regulations and Certification
Federal Aviation Administration
800 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20591

Dear Mr. Gardner:

Please find enclosed a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) on
recordkeeping issues prepared by a Working Group under the Aviation Rulemaking
Advisory Committee for Air Carrier and General Aviation Maintenance. The ARAC

forwards this document along with comments from two ARAC members without
consensus or recommendation.

Very truly yours,

Mz W
Sarah MacLeod
Assistant Chair

cc: ARAC for Air Carrier and General Aviation
Maintenance Issues
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US.Department 800 Independence Ave., S.W.
of Transportation Washington, D.C. 20591
Federal Aviation
Administration

AUG 6 1998

Ms. Sarah MacLeod
. Assistant Chair
Air Carrier and General Aviation Maintenance Issues
121 North Henry Street "
Alexandria, VA 22314-2903

Dear Ms. MacLeod:

Thank you for your October 14, 1997, letter forwarding the working documents
developed by the Maintenance Recordkeeping Requirements Working Group under the
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). I apologize for the delay in
responding to your letter. We have been deliberating internally on how best to move
forward on this issue and, those discussions continue.

Although ARAC was unable to reach consensus on a rulemaking recommendation, these
documents will assist the Federal Aviation Administration in determining appropriate
action.on this initiative. Consideration will be given to the comments provided by
individual ARAC members, as well, as these comments reflect the viewpoints of various
interest groups who undoubtedly would be affected by changes in current recordkeeping
policy and practice. '

[ would like to thank the aviation community for its commitment to ARAC and, in
particular, the Maintenance Recordkeeping Requirements Working Group for its
expenditure of resources to develop the working documents. The group is commended
for its extensive deliberations on this difficult task.

Sincerely,

se / kins
irector, Office of Rulemaking
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee
FROM: Jason Dickstein
DATE:August 15, 1997

RE: Proposed Draft NPRM for Recordkeeping

The Aeronautical Repair Station Association (ARSA) submits these comments in
reference to the Proposed Draft Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for recordkeeping that
is being considered by the Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee.

1 GENERAL CONCERNS
A Some Costs May Outweigh the Benefits

The proposal would vastly increase the records that must be maintained and
transferred with products and parts. While many of these records exist for products in
today's market, most parts in today's market do not have the records that this proposal
would require. The proposal would require manufacturers to create 'birth records' for
new parts that provide an appropriate foundation for the new recordkeeping
requirements; however this does not solve the problems associated with records for
parts that are already in the marketplace.

Participants in the marketplace that possess such parts would be required to
develop complete historical records on the parts in order to make them economically
viable under the proposed system. In many cases, this would represent an onerous
and perhaps impossible job of detective work. Certainly the research and investigation
necessary to develop the records anticipated under this system would cost more than
the value of many parts.
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Under this proposed system, the only other alternative is to scrap all of these
parts that do not have complete historical records. This would render a tremendous
inventory of otherwise airworthy parts to be ineligible for installation and transfer.

2 Maintenance Certificated Entities Would Lose Certain Privileges

Under the current system, it is possible for a repair station or mechanic to take a
part that has no documentation and determine its airworthiness through inspection, test
and computation. The precise method for doing this depends on the part and its
airworthiness characteristics. In some non-critical applications, dimensional testing
may be sufficient; in other cases, a full range of engineering computations, like
metallurgical analysis and magnetic/fluorescent testing, may be necessary to accurately
determine airworthiness. If the part is airworthy with respect to the intended use, then
part 43 permits installation.

The proposed regulations would limit the ability of a repair station to transfer a
product or part following maintenance unless that product or part bears appropriate
historical documentation, regardless of the airworthiness of the part.

3 Definitions

The draft proposal introduces a wide variety of new definitions. Many of these
definitions will be useful to the industry; however, the draft spreads these definitions
throughout the FARSs, often repeating definitions in several different parts.

There is no reason not to place the definitions in section 1.1. This is the
appropriate place for definitions unless there is a specific reason for making a definition
applicable only to a particular part or subpart.

The recommended definitions found in proposed sections 21.7(c), 43.1(c), 91.2,
and 119.3 should all be moved to section 1.1.

4 Using the Term "Part" Instead of "Component Part”

The Federal Aviation Regulations use the term "part" to refer to a logical division
within the regulations (e.g. Part 11 represents the FAA's general rulemaking
procedures). To distinguish this usage from the items that make up products, the
regulations have referred to "component parts." This longer term is used, rather than
just using the term "parts,"” because using the term "part" to describe both of these
concepts could lead to confusion in the regulations.

The draft proposes to replace the term "component parts” with the phrase
"components and parts." The preambulatory explanation for this change is that
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component and part are distinguished in the industry. Nonetheless, they are not
distinguished in the regulations. As a consequence, there is no sound regulatory
reason for distinguishing "components" from "parts," so this regulatory distinction should
not be made. The term "component parts" should remain and, if necessary, this term
should be better described through a definition in section 1.1.

2 SPECIFIC CONCERNS, BY FAR SECTION

A

new section 21.7(a)(1) - This new section would require that all products and parts
must be serialized, including all parts manufactured under approved processes.
Many non-life limited parts today are not serialized. There is no regulatory
requirement to serialize these parts because there is no safety justification for
serialization. As there is regulatory requirement to serialize all parts, the
requirement to record a serial number should be modified to apply only to serialized
parts.

new section 21.7(a)(3) - This new section would require that the manufacturer
track all airworthiness directives (ADs) that could be applicable to the part. Some
parts are eligible for installation in more than one place, or in more than one type of
aircraft. If the part is subject to one AD in one installation and to a different AD in
another installation then each would have to be separately referenced by the
documentation. This would be onerous and confusing. It would also be difficult to
track for parts because ADs are issued against products and appliances, and not
against parts. This AD tracking requirement under 21.7 should only be applied to
products and appliances.

amendment to 43.5 - The current version of this section does not include
component parts. The proposal includes both components and parts. 14C.F.R. §
43.5 directs the person performing maintenance to record changes in operating
limitations as prescribed in 14 C.F.R. § 91.9. If the final "product" installation of the
part is unknown, then it may be impossible to know whether the maintenance
causes changes in operating limitations. It is also likely to be impossible to make
the required record in the operating limitations to the extent that this provision is
extended to parts. Therefore this section should not reference "components or
parts.”

amendment to 43.7(d) - The proposal would provide manufacturers with the
authority to approve for return to service after repair; however manufacturers do not
have the authority to perform a repair under 14 C.F.R. § 43.3(j) - only rebuild or
alteration. There is inspection authority (which is not the same as repair) under
43.3(j)(3); therefore it may be appropriate to permit a manufacturer to approve an
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item for return to service following rebuild, alteration or successful inspection
pursuant to section 43.3(j)(3).

amendment to 43.7(e) - The proposal would permit a holder of a Part 119
certificate to approve a product or part for return to service. Part 119 does not
authorize performance of maintenance by a certificate holder, so this subsection
should not permit the 119 certificate holder to approve for return for service
following maintenance. '

new subsection 43.9(a)(2) - The proposed language includes a list of species of
maintenance and directs the type of information that must be retained in the
records reflecting such maintenance. The description of information to be kept
under the proposal is specific as to certain functions and lacking as to others. This
runs the risk of being inapplicable to special cases of maintenance that may require
reference to alternate records in order to be accurate and useful; it also provides
insufficient comparable guidance for non-listed species of maintenance.

This proposed language is more appropriate to an Advisory Circular (AC) than to

a regulation.

If it is to be published in an AC, then it should also be redrafted to make it

clear that each of the subsections that describe a form of maintenance provides only an
example of information that shall be included in the event that the maintenance or
alteration performed is described by one or more of these subsections; the "as
applicable" header language is both insufficient and confusing.

The solution to our immediate problem, what to do with the 43.9 regulatory
language, is to replace the proposed 43.9(a)(2) in its entirety with the following text:

A description of work performed, and a reference to data acceptable to or
approved by the Administrator.

7

new subsection 43.9(b) - The proposal would add a section that directs
compliance with appendix B. This provision is redundant and should be omitted. It
adds nothing that does not already exist in appendix B.

amendment to subsection 43.9(c) - This proposed exclusion for inspection
records would include part 121, which is not currently included, and all of part 135
(currently only certain inspections are addressed). In the current form, holders of
certificates issued under Parts 121 and 135 are only excluded from compliance with
14 C.F.R. § 43.9 if they have continuous airworthiness maintenance programs
under their certificates - the proposal would exclude the inspections conducted by
these certificate holders from section 43.9 even if they did not have continuous
airworthiness maintenance programs. Also, holders of certificates issued under
Parts 121 and 135 with continuous airworthiness maintenance programs are
currently excluded from 43.9 because their own approved recordkeeping systems
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are sufficient. The proposal would only exclude them for purposes of inspections,
but not other maintenance - there is no safety justification for this change.

.9 amendment to 43.11(a) - Air carriers holding certificates issued under parts 121
and 129 are currently excluded from compliance with 14 C.F.R. § 43.11. The
proposal would require them to comply with section 43.11. Note that Part 43 is not
applicable to aircraft operated under Part 129 (except certain aircraft operated
under section 129(b)); as a consequence, this change should not be made unless
the applicability statement of part 43 is to be comparably amended.

10 amendment to 43.15(a) - Air carriers holding certificates issued under parts 121
and 129 are currently excluded from compliance with 14 C.F.R. § 43.15. The
proposal would require them to follow the inspection program for the aircraft. It
should be made clear that the FAA interprets "inspection program for the aircraft” to
mean the air carrier's inspection program, as opposed to the manufacturer's. Note
that Part 43 is not applicable to aircraft operated under Part 129 (except certain
aircraft operated under section 129(b)); as a consequence, this proposed change
should not be made unless the applicability statement of part 43 is to be
comparably amended.

A1 amendment to 43.16 - Air carriers holding certificates issued under part 129 are
currently excluded from compliance with 14 C.F.R. § 43.16. That section requires
performance of all maintenance according to instructions published either in the

" Instructions for Continued Airworthiness or the carrier's approved operating
specifications. The proposal would require them to follow the inspection program
for the aircraft. It should be made clear that the FAA interprets "inspection program
for the aircraft" to mean the air carrier's inspection program, as opposed to the
manufacturer's. Note that Part 43 is not applicable to aircraft operated under Part
129 (except certain aircraft operated under section 129(b)); as a consequence, this
proposed change should not be made unless the applicability statement of part 43
is to be comparably amended.

A2 amendment to Part 43 Appendix Bx(a)(2) - The present version of this provision
requires that the duplicate 337 be provided to the owner of the part or product. The
proposal would permit the mechanic or air agency to provide that information to the
owner or operator. In some cases, where the operator bears contractual
responsibility for maintenance, it may be burdensome for the mechanic or air
agency to identify the owner. The mechanic or air agency may not realize that the -
operator is not the owner. This appears to be a sound change - by permitting the
mechanic or air agency to provide the duplicate 337 to the operator with which it is
conducting business, this rule change will facilitate appropriate recordkeeping while
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eliminating a potentially burdensome or confusing requirement to provide the
duplicate 337 to the owner.

A3 amendment to section 91.401 - Under current regulations, those who hold
certificates issued under parts 121, 129, or 135 do not need to comply with the
recordkeeping requirements of 14 C.F.R. § 91.417, nor the transfer of maintenance
record requirements of 14 C.F.R. § 91.419. The proposed changes would make
those two sections applicable to the above-listed certificate holders. Under current
regulations, these certificate holders must comply with the transponder test
requirements of 14 C.F.R. § 91.413, and they must periodically test their
emergency locator transmitters. The proposed changes would change these
requirements such that no transponder test nor ELT test would be required by Part
91 for such certificate holders, as long as they had a continuous maintenance
program. This appears to remove the regulatory basis for performing such tests
according to the FAR standards, which means that a continuous maintenance
program could be certificated with much less stringent standards.

.14 amendment to 91.417 - Subsection (a)(9) would require the owner or operator of
an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part to
maintain the current status of applicable airworthiness directives for each aircraft,
airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part. An airworthiness
directive may only be applied against an aircraft, aircraft engine, propeller or
appliance. See 14 C.F.R. 39.1. Therefore, this new language should be limited to
only apply to records kept on an aircraft, aircraft engine, propeller or appliance.

A5 amendment to 91.417 - subsection (a)(12) would require the owner or operator of
a product or part to maintain evidence indicating that the product or part has been
produced pursuant to a certificate, approval, or authorization provided by the
Administrator. There is no regulatory requirement imposed on the owner or
operator to possess an "approved" product or part; therefore it does not make
sense to require a record of such.

16 amendment to 91.417 - subsection (c) would require the owner or operator who
receives a discrepancy list to retain that list with the aircraft records until the
discrepancies are repaired. Repair is not the only possible resolution to a
discrepancy. This language should be reworded to reflect this. A solution would be
to replace the word "repaired” with the word "corrected"™:

Each owner or operator who receives a list of discrepancies furnished
under Section 43.11(b) of this chapter must retain a list of these
discrepancies until the discrepancies are corrected and the aircraft is
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approved for return to service, or until the aircraft and the list of
discrepancies is transferred.

A7 amendment to 91.419 - proposed subsection (c) would requires owner and
operators who transfer an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part for the purpose of maintenance, preventive maintenance,
rebuilding, or alteration to concurrently transfer information sufficient to ensure
completion of the work to be performed. No document transferred to the repair
station will "ensure" completion of the work performed. The word "ensure" should
be changed to "support":

Each owner or operator who transfers an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part for the purpose of maintenance,
preventive maintenance, rebuilding, or alteration must concurrently
transfer information sufficient to support completion of the work to be
performed.

18 new section 91.425 - proposed subsection (b) would make commission of an
offense listed in this section punishable against airman certificates and air agency
certificates. Part 91 is not applicable to airmen nor to air agencies. Further, this
expanded applicability is redundant of existing 14 C.F.R. § 43.12(b). This language
should be limited only to the scope of applicability of part 91. ’

The commission by any person of an act prohibited under paragraph (a)
of this section is a basis for suspending or revoking any applicable aircraft
operation certificate held by that person.

19 amendment to 129.14 - Proposed subsection (a)(2) would require a review of
records to assure compliance with 14 C.F.R. § 91.420. Part 129 permits operation
of foreign registered aircraft. 91.401(a) makes Subpart E of Part 91 generally
applicable only to aircraft registered in the United States. Therefore, many Part 129
aircraft will not be subject to Part 91's maintenance requirements. Since the aircraft |
are not subject to the requirements of 14 C.F.R. § 91.420, it does not make sense
to review records for compliance to that section.

.20 new section 145.65 - Proposed subsection (b) would require any repair station
that keeps records in an electronic recordkeeping system to make all of those
records available to the FAA and to the NTSB. To maximize the efficiency of an
electronic recordkeeping system, the repair station is likely to want to include
commercial data that falls outside the FAA's regulatory scope. It is easy to design
report formats that will permit the viewing of the regulatory data by FAA personnel
while protecting the commercial data from FAA inspection. To protect the repair
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station confidential commercial and financial information as well as its proprietary
data, the requirement to make records available to the FAA should be limited only
to those records required to be kept under the Federal Aviation regulations.
Further, the NTSB does not have an absolute right to examine repair station

records. The NTSB's investigative power is limited to records related to an accident

investigation under chapter 11 of title 49, United States Code. The repair station's

regulatory obligation to provide records to the NTSB should be no greater than the

NTSB's statutory right to the records. The following language may represent an

acceptable substitute.

Each repair station must, upon request, make the maintenance records
that are required to be kept under this part and that are contained in the
electronic recordkeeping system available to the Administrator or if the
records are related to an accident investigation conducted under 49
U.S.C. chapter 11, then to any authorized representative of the National
Transportation Safety Board. ‘

21 new section 145.67 - Proposed subsection (a)(1) would require that the repair
station transfer the records specified in section 91.417(a), (b), (c), (d), and (g) to the
receiving owner or operator. Many parts currently "in the system" do not bear these
historical records. Some parts that are produced after the new rule is implemented
will not necessarily bear this documentation, like standard parts and commercial
parts. Further, if the repair station does not receive the product or part from a
certificated entity (e.g. receipt from a distributor), the product or part may not bear
all of these records. It would be overly burdensome to require repair stations to
develop these records. This subsection should be removed from the draft.

22 new section 145.67 - Proposed subsection (a)(2) would require that the repair
station provide a basis for any decision not to approve an item for return to service.
A repair station does not need a basis for a decision to refrain from approving an
item for return to service. The decision to refrain from performing work may be
purely a business decision, that falls outside of the FAA's safety jurisdiction. This
subsection should be removed from the draft.

23 new section 145.67 - Proposed subsection (a)(3) would require that the repair
station certify the authenticity of the information contained in any records required
to be transferred. Where the repair station has received the records from a third
party and has not prepared them itself, the repair station has no basis upon which
to certify the authenticity of the records. It would be impossible for a repair station
to certify to the authenticity of records it had not prepared. This subsection should
be removed from the draft.
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24 new section 145.67 - Proposed subsection (b) would require a repair station that
transfers a product or part for the purpose of maintenance, preventive
maintenance, or alteration to concurrently transfer information sufficient to ensure
completion of the work to be performed. No document transferred to the repair
station will "ensure" completion of the work performed. The word "ensure" should
be changed to "support.”

A repair station that transfers an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part for the purpose of maintenance,
preventive maintenance, or alteration must concurrently transfer
information sufficient to support completion of the work to be performed.

25 new section 145.69 - Proposed subsection (a) would require that a repair station
obtain copies of the records prepared pursuant to 14 C.F.R. § 21.7 when it acquires
a product or part from a manufacturer. Some manufacturers may act as parts
distributors as well. Such a manufacturer may not have complete 21.7 information
for parts that it did not fabricate, especially if the parts were fabricated before the
implementation date of the new rule. This subsection should be limited to
circumstances where the manufacturer that is transferring the product or part
actually fabricated the product or part.

.26 new section 145.69 - Proposed subsection (b) would require that the repair station
obtain certain records at the time it accepts any product or part that is approved for
return to service. Certain parts in the aviation industry will have been approved for
return to service before the implementation date of these changes in this proposed
recordkeeping rule. These parts are unlikely to bear the appropriate documentation
required by the proposed rule change. This could have a devastating effect on the
value of certain parts inventories. This subsection should be removed from the
draft, or it should be limited to parts that were manufactured after a certain record
date (such as the implementation date of the rule).

27 new section 145.69 - Proposed subsection (c) would require that the repair station
obtain a basis for any transferor's decision not to approve an item for return to
service. No party needs a basis for a decision to refrain from approving an item for
return to service. The decision to refrain from performing work may be purely a
business decision, that falls outside of the FAA's safety jurisdiction. This
subsection should be removed from the draft.

.28 new section 145.69 - Proposed subsection (d) would require a repair station that
receives a product or part for the purpose of maintenance, preventive maintenance
or alteration to concurrently transfer information sufficient to ensure completion of
the work to be performed. No document transferred to the repair station will
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"ensure" completion of the work performed. The word "ensure" should be changed
to "support.”

A repair station that receives an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part, for the purpose of performing
maintenance, preventive maintenance, or alteration must ensure the
receipt of the records sufficient to support completion of the work to be
performed.
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Regional Airline Association
1200 19th Street, NW, Suite 300
Washington, DC 20036-2422
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FAX TRANSMITTAL SHEET

TO: ARAC MAINTENANCE ISSUES GROUP- ACTIVE MEMBERS

FROM: DAVID LOTTERER PHONE: 202 857-1140 FAX: 202 429-5113
E-mail: david_lotterer@sba.com

THIS FAX CONSISTS OF 5 PAGES
SUBJECT: PROPOSED ARAC RECORDKEEPING RULE

The following comments express the RAA's analysis and recommendations on the
proposed recordkeeping rule:

In evaluating this NPRM, I looked for the safety benefit that this rule would provide and if that was
not present, then I for any other remedial feature such as making the existing rule more
understandable. I did not find any safety benefit nor did I find the NPRM to be more understandable
than the current rulemaking.

Obviously all regulations should provide a safety benefit since the FAA routinely fine
people/companies or revoke their license for violating the regulations. Requirements that are not
specifically related to safety or are administrative in nature (e.g. rules that are helpful to the FAA in
conducting surveillance actions) should first be addressed by revising commercial contracts and FAA
advisory materials before rulemaking changes are considered.

NPRM has No Safety Benefit:

AVIATION DAILY, June 18, 1997

FAA said it plans to fine FedEx $187,500 for failure to properly maintain records for 21
aircraft engines”. FAA said an audit showed the JT8D engines were not in the carrier's
computerized records management system, which tracks time takeoffs, landings and
maintenance schedules. FAA said that for three engines, FedEX ‘lacked documentation
regarding compliance with airworthiness directives, the time of last required overhaul and
status of life-limited parts.”

The stated justification of the subject NPRM focused on the ability to facilitate (i.e. make easier) the
transfer of aircraft but that is more an economic issue than a safety issue. Under the existing rules, 1f
the seller (or lessee) transfers the aircraft and the pertinent records for AD's, major structural repairs,




etc. are not available, the seller must conduct whatever conformity inspections are needed 1n order to
satisfy the FAA that the aircraft is airworthy. This process has shown to be extremely effective in
preventing unairworthy aircraft into operation. Are the existing rules on the book insufficient such that
the FAA cannot determine from existing records that the aircraft is unsafe? The above Aviation Daily
quote would lead you to believe that the FAA has adequate rulemaking now. Nothing was stated in
the NPRM for us to conclude that current regulations are inadequate. If the seller now has more
records does that provide the buyer the opportunity to conduct less inspections to determine the
~ condition of the airplane? That may be a benefit to the buyer but again that is simply a contractual
issue that can be resolved in most cases by thorough conformity inspections. If the Aloha accident
taught our industry one thing, it is that aircraft records are no guarantee of an airplane’s condition.

NPRM is Not Harmonized

Adoption of the proposed rule will only impose additional obligations on U.S. operators. Many aircraft
are transferred from operators/owners in other countries. Nothing was mentioned in the supplementary
information to suggest that the proposed rule had been harmonized. If the (foreign) operator holds a
FAA-approved FAR Part 129 maintenance program, that approval includes the records requirements
of International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO) Annex 6. Currently the FAA accepts the records
of an aircraft purchased from a foreign operator if the operator's records are in compliance with the
ICAO requirements and an operator certified record of current status. The proposed rule makes no
mention of ICAO Annex 6. Operators from other countries will be unaffected by the adoption of this
rulemaking to the economic detriment of U.S. operators and manufacturers.

NPRM is Not Cost Justified

Since the cost-benefit analysis was not provided, RAA assumes that the savings to industry that have
been touted at the various briefing session are based upon the ability to digitize the recordkeeping
data. RAA submits that the majority of changes provided in the NPRM are not necessary in order for
the FAA to approve the conversion of paper to a digital data process. The NPRM states often that
operators can continue to maintain paper records if they so choose. The NPRM's cost justification
should therefore not be based on savings from converting to digital data process when it is considered
as an option.

NPRM does Not Clanify the Existing Rule:

If the proposed rule will not improve on safety and is not harmonized, will it then make the existing
rules on recordkeeping more understandable? The fact that the NPRM is 220 pages long 1s not a good
indication. Specific comments on where the NPRM is confusing are provided below.

RAA Supports Conversion to Digital Data

RAA supports rulemaking that provide operators the ability to convert maintenance records to a
digital data process as an option and suggest that ARAC separate these provisions of the NPRM from
the document so the FAA can process such changes as a Miscellaneous Amendment. The FAA did this
for manual requirements rule [FAR 121.133(b)]. This rule used to say that the manuals had to be 1n
either paper or microfilm and they simply added the phrase “or other form acceptable to the
Administrator. The FAA is proceeding with a conversion of Operation Specification paragraphs to a
digital format for operators without any rulemaking changes being considered. In the Ops Spec




conversion program, the FAA is working with ARINC to provide the needed requirements for
acceptance of a digital signature. Other ARAC groups have developed Advisory Circulars which
could easily be converted to support a simple rulemaking change to provide for maintenance records
in either paper or digital data formats.

COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC PROVISIONS
Section 21.7

(1) The FAA recently proposed a TSO for fasteners and will shortly propose other TSO's for seals and
bearings. Presently the only category of parts that do not have direct FAA oversight are “standard
parts". The ARAC Production Certification Issue group is working on a definition to account for some
other parts by creating a “commercial part” category. This definition is not yet recognized by the FAA
however. The FAA may in fact create many more TSO's to account for other proprietary parts that are
routinely used on aircraft. If the NPRM is adopted in its current form it will impose the recordkeeping
requirements for the millions of fasteners, seals, bearings, etc. that are used on aircraft and are
scheduled to become TSO'd parts. The proposed language that distinguishes part from component
leaves us no room to duck the issue. SECTION 21.7 SHOULD NOT BE REVISED UNTIL THE
APPROVED PARTS ISSUE IS RESOLVED.

(2) “Part": The current term “component part” may be somewhat confusing but the distinction between
component and part is no less confusing. The definition of part “one piece or two or more pieces that
are joined together..." sounds like a component. What about a fire extinguishing bottle? Is it a part or
component? The bottle may be several parts that are welded together. When you test the bottle you
saw the neck off but reweld it back on after the test. It seems more accurate to state that a part is a part
when it is identified by the manufacturer as a part;, Similarly a component is a component when the
manufacturer identifies it as a component. A rulemaking definition that distinguishes between parts
and components serves no useful purpose. THE CURRENT TERM "COMPONENT PART" SEEMS
WELL UNDERSTOOD AND SHOULD NOT BE CHANGED UNLESS SOMEONE COMES UP
WITH ABETTER TERM. '

(3) “Applicable Standard”: The term “Applicable Standard" is too broad in meaning to be used as a
unique term. All the regulations are referenced as “standards” and the adjective “applicable” does not
narrow its meaning, Even the proposed definition is confusing. What the working group seems to be
concemned about is to make sure that the unit of (interval) measurement does not change in mid-
stream. It would be clearer to simply state the document that specifies the interval. For example,
proposed 21.7 (2)(3) (1v) states:

The total time-in-service of the item to which the airworthiness directive applies when the required
action was accomplished, as expressed by each applicable standard, if required by the
airworthiness directive. .

Why not simply state: If additional actions are required, the measured interval since
accomplishment of the required action, as expressed in the interval specified by the airworthiness
directive. In defining “applicable standard”, the term “approved or acceptable to the Admunistrator”
is simply a catch all phrase and does little to assist the reader in defining the term. APPLICABLE
STANDARD 1S AN AWKWARD TERM AND SHOULD NOT BE USED.




Sections 43.1 through 43 11

See comments on “component” and “part” in (Section 21.7); see comments on “English language” in
Section 91.417; see comments on reference to a part's “name, number, and serial number and work
order number" in Section 91.417.

Section91.417

The phase- in period for compliance with these rules is stated only for (a)(6), yet other provisions go
beyond what is now required. The Section-by-Section Analysis comments indicate that the phase-in
period for compliance is as of the effective date. This of course is unacceptable since every
owner/operator would be in non-compliance if it were adopted today. An analysis needs to be done to
determine how much time owner/operators need to be in compliance with the provisions.

(2)(5), (6), (7) The terms time-in-service, specified time basis, etc. contradict with the term “each
applicable standard” if the interval is expressed in cycles.

(a)(6) This should be part of (a)(5). The use of the word “history” is inappropriate in rulemaking. It 1s
too board in scope. If (2)(6) were made part of (a)(5). 1t should be (a)(5)(iit) and read “A record of any
action that has altered the life limit of the part.” . What does the phrase “changed the parameters” add
that is not provided by term “altered"?

(a)(12) This provision seems to be a catch-all provision that accounts for anything beyond those
records required by (a)(1) thru (a)(11). The summary of this provision seems to exempt part 91
operation but it doesn’t state that in the rule. Would this be applicable to accomplishment of a minor
repair outside of a scheduled letter check? For example what about a minor repair in which a certain
fastener is replaced. When this fastener is installed on an airplane, does this provision require that an
operator keep the purchase records on the fastener until the aircraft is transferred? The requirements
of (a)(12) plus (b)(4) seem to require that procurement records be kept on any change to the airplane.
The reader needs to know what (a)(12) affects . If it is simply that owner/operators should use only
approved parts, then the proposed provision is redundant. The use of the word “evidence” 1s
inappropriate for this type of rulemaking. It is simply too broad in scope. The Section-by Section
Analysis section seems to indicate that the part's acceptance documents would constitute acceptable
“evidence”. If that is the case then simply state it. The “parts” issue alluded to under Section 23.7
regarding fasteners, seals and bearings creates confusion for this requirement as well. Even under the
current “approved” parts confusion, propriatary fastener installed on aircraft and purchased directly
from a non-PMA source is considered an approved part (at least by the operators).

Placing maintenance records requirements for everyone (91, 121, 135, etc.) into one provision may
have been a good idea at the beginning but it is very confusing to determine what records are needed to
be kept for each type of operation. You should not have to rely on the preamble in order to determine
what records need to be kept.

(B)(3) &(4) Records in the English language: .
The proposed requirement to have all the records in English will certainly make the records more

understandable but this mean that an aircraft purchased from a foreign operator (e.g. Turkish Airlines)
will have all the records in English at the time of transfer? If the seller does not choose to contract for




an English conversion of the records, thus becomes a requirement that will have to be done by the
buyer of the aircraft before the aircraft can be transferred. In a number of instances where the records
may be unclear, the new owner may consider 1t cheaper to do conformuty inspections but under the
proposed rule, the new owner would have to obtain an exemption to deviate from the regulation in
order to put the aircraft into service. [ know of no U.S. carrier now that is preparing records in a
language other than English. Why then is this requirement needed? This type of requirement should
be harmonized first before it is adopted.

(b)(4) The reference to transferred is a condition that may never happen. Parts are scrapped, airplanes
are scrapped. [ assume then, that under this provision, the records should be maintained as long as the
aircraft, engine, part, etc. remains in the possession (inventory) of the owner/operator. Thus of course
brings us back to the problems associated with “approved parts” as previously discussed. RAA reads
this as requiring purchase records for virtually every part on every airplane (the only exception being
standard parts; e.g. NAS bolts, resisters, etc.). The FAA SUPS group recently proposed a draft AC
(21-29B) which attempts to define approved parts. The industry has submuitted requests for major
changes to this document. Since this NPRM is dependant on FAA policy of what constitutes an
approved part, ARAC should not release this NPRM until we know what FAA policy on approved
parts really is.

Sections 91.419 and 91.420

Many of the problems described in 21.7 and 91.417 apply to these provisions since they refer back to
the earlier provisions. There is also not an “escape” from the requirements of the provisions such that
if the records are not complete, both the buyer and seller are in non-compliance with the regulations.
To request an exemption under such circumstances in order to complete the transfer would of course
be very time-consuming. These are the type of regulations (administrative) where adding the phrase
“in any manner acceptable to the Administrator” makes sense.
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[4910-13-P] MAY 20 1997

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Aviation Administration
14 CFR parts 21, 43, 91, 119, 121, 125, 129, 135, and 145

[Docket No. ; Notice No. ]

' RIN 2120-AD25

Maintenanéo Recordkeeping Roquiiemantsb

AGENCY: Federal Aviation Administration, DOT.

ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice proposes amendments to the regulations
that prescribe the recording, retention, and transfer |
requirements for certain maintenance records. Current
regulations prescribing these requirements do not reflect -
advances that have occurred in aviation maintenance
technology, aircraft maintenance operations, and information
storage and retrieval systems used in maintenance
recordkeeping. The proposal would standardize maintenance
recordkeeping requirements and would facilitate the transfer
of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, propellers,
appliances, components, and parts among owners, operators,
manufacturers, and maintenance facilities. The proposed
rule also would permit the use of electronic signatures to
satisfy maintenance and certain operational record retention
requirements and set forth provisions for the optional use

of electronic maintenance recordkeeping systems.
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DATES: Comments must be received on or before [insert date
XX days after date of publication in the Federal Register].
ADDRESSES: Comments on this notice should be delivered, in
triplicate, to: Federal Aviation Administration, Office of
the Chief Counsel, Attention: Rules Docket (AGC-200),
800 Independence Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20591.
Comments delivered must be marked Docket No.
Comments also may be submitted electronically to the
following Internet address: 9-nprm-cmts@faa.dot.gov.
Comments may be examined in Room 915G weekdays betweeﬁ
8:30 a.m. and 5 p.m., except on Federal holidays.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: William Henry, Avionics
and Air Agency Branch (AFS-350), Aircraft Maintenance
Division, Flight Standards Service, Federal Aviation
Administration, 800 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591; telephone (202) 267-3804.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Comments Invited

Interested persons are invited to participate in the
making of the proposed rule by submitting such written data,
views, or arguments as they may desire. Comments relating
to the environmental, energy, federalism, or economic impact
that may result from adopting the proposals in this notice
also are invited. Substantive comments should be
accompanied by cost estimates. Comments should identify the

regulatory docket or notice number and should be submitted
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in triplicate to the Rules Docket address specified above.
All comments received on or before the closing date for
comments specified will be considered by the Administrator
before taking action on this proposed rulémaking. The
proposals contained in this notice may be changed in light
of the comments received. All comments received will be
available, both before and after the closing date for
comments, in the Rules Docket for examination by interested
persons. A report that summarizes any contact with
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) personnel concerning
the substance of this rulemaking will be filed in the
docket. Commenters wishing the FAA to acknowledge receipt
of their comments submitted in response to this notice must
submit a preaddressed, stamped postcard on which the
following statement is made: "Comments to Docket No. "
The postcard will be date-stamped and returned to the
commenter.
Availability of NPRM's
Any person ﬁay obtain a copy of this Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM) by submitting a request to the
Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Rulemaking,
Attention: ARM-1, 800 Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20591, or by calling (202) 267-9677.
Communications must identify the notice number of this NPRM.
Persons interested in being placed on the mailing list

for future NPRM's should request from the above office a
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copy of Advisory Circular No. 11-2A, "Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking Distribution System, " which describes the
application procedure.
Background

The regulations governing the content, retention, and
transfer of maintenance records have changed little since
they were first enacted. These rules were developed when
aviation maintenance technology, aircraft maintenance
operations, and information storage and retrieval systems
were far less complex than the systems and technology used
today. The growing complexity of aircraft and their systems
has caused a corresponding increase in the complexity of
maintenance tasks that are required t§ be accomplished to
ensure an aircraft's safe and efficient operation.
Transfers of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts among owners
and operators, which were relatively infrequent when these
regulations were enacted, have now become commonplace. For
example, according to FAA estimates, more than 50 percent of
the air carrier fleet is now leased, and 80 to 90 percent of
the fleet is forecast to be leased by the end of the
century.

In addition to the aircraft leasing arrangements that
Permeate the air transportation industry, other types of
transfers among manufacturers, owners, operators, and repair

facilities, which were unknown when these regulations were
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enacted, now also have become routine. A large number of
these transfers occur among owners and operators who conduct
their operations pursuant to sections of the regulations
with differing maintenance recordkeeping requirements.
Maintenance records accompanying these transfers, which meet
the recordkeeping requirements of the previous owner or
operator, must therefore be reviewed carefully to ensure
compliance with the maintenance recordkeeping requirements
that apply to the new owner or operator.

As both the complexity of aircraft maintenance
processes and the number of transfers of aircraft,
airframes, aircraft engines, appliances, propellers,
components, and parts has increased, the number of
maintenance records generated and required to be transferred
has grown accordingly. 1In an environment where leases and
other forms of transfers are common, information necessary
to document the airworthiness of an aircraft can become
exceedingly difficult to locate within the large quantity of
maintenance records that are required to be transferred
concurrent with the transfer of an aircraft. Inspections
conducted pursuant to the FAA's National Air Transportation
Inspection Program and its subsequent National Aviation
Safety Inspection Program (NASIP) have revealed a number of
instances where operators could not successfully document
the airworthiness of an aircraft following a transfer

because supporting maintenance records were unavailable.
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To help the industry integrate new methods of
maintenance recordkeeping into the current regulatory
structure and to facilitate the transfer of items, while
continuing to ensure that adequate records are retained to
demonstrate airworthiness, the FAA designated maintenance
recordkeeping practices as an area for review by the
Aviation Rulemaking Advisory Committee (ARAC). The FAA
established the ARAC in February 1991 to provide advice and
recommendations to the Administrator concerning the full
range of the FAA's rulemaking activity with respect to
safety-related issues.

In August 1991, the Air Carrier/General Aviation
Maintenance Issues Group of the ARAC established the
Maintenance Recordkeeping Requirements Working Group. This
working group was tasked with the "development of an
advisory circular that will address the recordkeeping
requirements of the present FAR and development of an NPRM
that may include additional items and utilize the present
state-of-the-art for recording and retention of records" (56
FR 42373, August 27, 1991). The Maintenance Recordkeeping
Requirements Working Group conducted its first of
14 meetings in November 1991 and presented its
recommendations to the ARAC on [insert date]. The ARAC
accepted these recommendations, which now form the basis for
the changes proposed by the FAA in this NPRM.

General Discussion of the Proposals
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The proposals would establish a uniform system of
maintenance record entry, record retention, and record
transfer requirements for aircraft manufacturers, owners,
operators, and repair stations. Standardizing these
requirements would simplify an owner's or operator's task of
demonstrating the airworthiness of an aircraft, airframe,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part,
and would permit an owner, operator, or repair station to
more readily use state-of-the-art electronic recordkeeping
Systems to retain and transfer all required maintenance
records. The increased use of electronic recordkeeping
systems, which would occur as a result of the
standardization of maintenance recordkeeping requirements
and the recognition of electronic signatures as set forth in
this proposal, would result in significant cost reductions
to the aviation maintenance community and also facilitate
the transfer of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts among
manufacturers, owners, operators, repair facilities, and
maintenance personnel. Owners, operators, repair
facilities, and maintenance personnel also would be able to
more rapidly and accurately assess the airworthiness of any
item received, at a significant reduction in cost.

The proposal would ensure that a consistent set of
maintenance records accompanies an aircraft, airframe,

aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or
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part throughout its useful life. Specifically, the proposal
would: (1) define critical terms that relate to the
creation of maintenance record entries, the retention and
transfer of maintenance records, and the use and acéeptance
of electronic and other forms of signatures; (2) expand and
standardize the required minimum content of a maintenance
record entry after the performance of maintenance,
preventive maintenance, rebuilding, or alterations;

(3) require manufacturers to provide specific records when a
new or remanufactured aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part is delivered;

(4) expand and standardize maintenance records that must be
retained and transferred with an aircraft, airframe,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part by
an owner or operator and centralize these record retention
and transfer requirements in 14 CFR part 91; (5) establish
provisions for the optional use of electronic recordkeeping
systems to retain and transfer all required maintenance
records and record entries; (6) revise the content
requirements for certificate holders' manuals to reflect the
use of standardized recordkeeping systems and permit
certificate holders to furnish the maintenance part of their
manuals to appropriate personnel by making it available in
printed form, or other form acceptable to the Administrator
that is retrievable in the English language; (7) establish a

requirement that in-service history records used to
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determine the current status of life-limited parts be
retained by each owner or operator until transfer;
(8) revise the requirements for the transfer of records
pertaining to major repairs and allow Canadian maintenance
personnel to document major repairs and major alterations of
U.S.-registered aircraft with a Transport Canada Conformity
Certificate (Transport Canada Form 24-0045); (9) require
certificate holders with a Continuous Airworthiness
Maintenance Program approved under 14 CFR part 121 or 125,
or 14 CFR § 135.411(a) (2); repair stations certificated
under 14 CFR part 145; and persons operating U.S.-registered
aircraft pursuant to 14 CFR part 129 to include a review of
maintenance records in their inspection of incoming
aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, propellers,
appliances, components, and parts; and (10) include a
section in part 91 prohibiting the falsification of
maintenance records required by that part. This preamble
will address the proposed changes; first through a
discussion of the principal issues, then in a
section-by-section analysis of the proposed rule.
finit] £ T

To ensure a uniform understanding of terms included in-
this proposal, the FAA would define in parts 21, 43, and 91
the terms "applicable standard," "component," "life-limited
part," "part," and "transfer." The FAA proposes to define

the term "signature" in parts 43, 91, and 119.
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Throughout this proposal, the FAA intends to delete the
term "rotor" where the current rule refers to "airframe and
rotor," because "rotor" is included in the definition of
"airframe" found in § 1.1.

Applicable Standard

Currently, the FAA requires that the status of
life-limited parts, overhauls, inspections, and other
maintenance actions be recorded on a periodic basis. These
actions are measured according to various intervals. To
ensure that any maintenance action required to be performed
on a periodic basis is monitored according to hours, cycies,
calendar time, or another measuring parameter approved by or
acceptable to the Administrator, the FAA proposes to include
these intervals in its definition of the term "applicable
standard."

An applicable standard could be specified by: a
regulatory requirement; a maintenance program approved under
§ 91.409(f) (4) or § 129.14; a Type Certificate, Provisional
Type Certificate, or Supplemental Type Certificate; an
operator's Operations Specifications; an approved

maintenance program; a Parts Manufacturer Approval; a
Technical Standard Order, special conditions, certification
maintenance requirements, or airwofthiness limitations.

An applicable standard also could be found in
regulatory requirements such as airworthiness directives

(AD's). AD's frequently require that actions be repeated

10
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and the applicable interval for the completion of these
repetitive maintenance actions found in the text of the AD
also would be considered an applicable standard. Operations
Specifications also coﬁld set an applicable standard, as
certain actions may need to be performed in accordance with
an operator's reliability program, which is contained or
referenced in an operator's Operations Specifications.
Applicable standards for periodic maintenance actions also
are frequently found on a Type Certificate Data Sheet, which
is part of a Type Certificate.
Component

Although many sections of the rules refer to the term
"component part," this term has not been defined in the
regulations. As industry practices differentiate between
the use of the terms "component" and "part," references to
the term "component part" in the regulations frequently lead
to varying interpretations by the public regarding the
applicability of the term to a specific item. This
ambiguity has prompted the industry and other regulatory
bodies to undertake actions to clarify the definition of
"component” and "part." For example, the Air Transport
Association (ATA)/International Air Transport Association
(IATA) /International Coordinating Council of Aerospace
Industries Association (ICCAIA) has separately defined the
terms "component" and "part" in the World Airlines Technical

Operations élossary (WATOG) . Canadian regulations clearly

11
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distinguish between the terms; current § 43.17, which
authorizes Canadian persons to perform maintenance on
U.S. aeronautical products, separates the terms "component"

and "part" in its.definition of the term "aeronautical

product." Additionally, requirements implemented by the

Joint Aviation Authorities (JAA) refer to either aircraft
"components" or aircraft “"parts" but do not use the term
"component part."

In an effort to recognize current industry practices

and enhance the congruency between the regulations and other

international agreements and regulations, the FAA proposes

to define the term "component" as any self-contained part or

any combination of parts, subassemblies, or units that
perform a distinctive function necessary to operate a
system. All references to the term "component part® would
be deleted and replaced with the term "component or part".
Life-Limited P

The preamble to Amendment No. 121-94, "Aircraft
Maintenance and Related Records," (37 FR 15981,
August 9, 1972), states that the term "life-limited parts"
refers to parts for which retirement times, service-life
limitations, parts-retirement limitations, retirement-life
limitations, or life limitations exist; however, the term
"life-limited part" is not defined in the regulations.
Because the FAA proposes to require the retention and

transfer of information pertaining to the current status of

12
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life-limited parts, the proposal would define the term
"life-limited part" as any part for which a retirement-life,
service-life, part-retirement, or life limitation exists in
the type certificate for a product. These parts are
identified in accordance with § 45.14 or have been given a
life limit after delivery. An AD also may establish a life
limit for a part.
Part

For those reasons specified above in the discussion of
the definition of the term "component," the FAA proposes to
define the term "part" as one piece or two or more pieces
that are joined together and that are not normally subject
to disassembly without destruction of the designed use.
Standard parts, owner-produced parts, and parts produced
pursuant to Special Federal Aviation Regulation (SFAR)
No. 36 would specifically be included under the terms of
this definition of "part."
Signature

The proposal would define the term "signature" as a
form of identification used as a means of attesting to the
completion of an act and that authenticates a record entry.
A signature would be required to be traceable to the person
making the entry and would be permitted to be in
handwritten, electronic, or other form acceptable to the
Administrator. Affixation of a signature indicates the

completion of a record or record entry that may not be

13




=N

W W 9 o wm

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

altered except through the creation of a subsequent
superseding record.

The term "signature" in the current rules does not
contemplate electronic signatures. This limitation has>
restricted owners, operators, and repair stations from
implementing complete electronic recordkeeping systems. The
proposed definition would permit an electronic entry or
other unique form of individual identification in lieu of a
handwritten signature on a record if adequate guarantees of
its authenticity are met. To be considered acceptable, an
electronic signature should retain the qualities of a
handwritten signature that guarantee its uniqueness. The
electronic signature would serve as an attestation of the
authenticity of a record or record entry and should contain
sufficient safeguards to prevent falsification of the
signature. The signature should not be affixed
automatically, but only through deliberate action of the
individual whose signature is represented.

An electronic signature could be in the form of a
digitai signature (e.g., a message transformation using an
asymmetric crypto-system), a digitized image of a paper
signature, typed notations, or an electronic code. A
mechanic's stamp also could serve as a "signature." If a
form of identification other than a handwritten signature is
used, access to the use of that identification should be

limited to the named individual only. For example, a stamp
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used as a signature should be secured when not in use by the
individual whom the stamp identifies. A computer entry that
is used as a signature should have restricted access that is
limited by an authentication code (password) that is changed
periodicaily. Access to stamps and authentication codes
should be limited to the user and security personnel. The
FAA emphasizes that all electronic entries may not
necessarily satisfy the criteria th&t would qualify an
electronic entry as an acceptable signature (i.e., be a form
of identification used as a means of attesting to the
completion of an act and as an authentication of a record
entry traceable to the person making the entry).

Adoption of the proposed definition of the term
"signature" would permit the use of an electronic
maintenance recordkeeping system and certain operational
recordkeeping systems (such as those that generate load
manifest, flight release, or airworthiness release records)
in which recourse to paper or other hard-copy documents

would not be required.

Transfer
The requirements of §§ 91.419, 121.380a, and 135.441

address the transfer of maintenance records pursuant to a
sale. 1In the current aviation environment, many different
types;of transfers of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts frequently

occur. In recognition of these practices, the term
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"transfer" would be defined as "the conveyance of an
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part." A transfer signifies the change of any
right, title, or interest in the item transferred. A sale,
conditional sale, lease, rental, or borrow arrangement would
therefore constitute a transfer under the proposed
definition. A transfer also may occur when a person turns
over physical possession of an aircraft, airframe, aircraft
engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part solely for
the purpose of having work performed. Additionally, a
transfer may occur when physical possession of an item is
given to another party, even if this is done without
payment. Gifts and donations would be examples of such
transfers, as would be marketing arrangements in which
supplemental (nonrequired) equipment, such as entertainment
systems or telephones, are installed in an aircraft at no
cost to the operator. A loan or borrow of any aeronautical
product in accordance with approved Operations
Specifications would also constitute a transfer under this
proposal. The proposed definition would encompass not only
current methods of conveying items but also would anticipate
future methods of transferring an aircraft, airframe,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part.
Records transferred with an item could be transferred
in paper or microfilm form, as an electronic data

transferal, on a computer disk, or using any other coded,
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electronic, or paper means acceptable to the Administrator.
The FAA emphasizes that although a transfer may occur in a
number of forms, an owner or operator need not provide the
transferee with physical custody of the accompanying
records. Such an occurrence typically would occur in the
case of an aircraft rental or in certain types of leases.
Proposed § 91.420(d) would permit the preceding owner or
operator to retain physical custody of the records; however,
the receiving owner or operator would not be relieved of the
responsibility to ensure that the records meet applicable
regulatory requirements and to make the records available
for inspection by appropriate FAA or NTSB personnel.
Other Terms

The proposal also addresses the concepts of "current
status" and "method of compliance," although they are not
specifically defined in the sections of the proposed rule.
Current Status

The FAA uses the term "current status" to denote the
existing airworthiness condition of an aircraft, airframe,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part.
This designa;ion is expressed in terms of an applicable
standard, and the FAA may require an owner or operator to
demonstrate that an aircraft is airworthy through the use of

any appropriate records.

Method of Compliance
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In the proposed rule, the &erm "method of compliance"
refers to actions taken to comply with the requirements of
an AD. A reference to the specific method would be required
if more than one method of compliance were permitted. The
reference to the specific method could include a reference
to the particular paragraph of an AD, a manufacturer's
service bulletin referenced in the AD, or an owner- or
operator-directed maintenance order that describes the
actual method of compliance. 1If an alternative method of
compliance were used, any reference should include a
complete description of the alternative method of compliance
used and a copy of the FAA approval. If the method of
compliance were a reference to a manufacturer's service
bulletin and the service bulletin has more than one method
of accomplishment, the reference would need to indicate the

specific method used.

. | Standardization of the Mini :
Requ . . ;

Current Requirements

Current § 43.9 establishes the requirements for a
maintenance record entry after a person performs
maintenance, preventive maintenance, rebuilding, or
alteration of an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part. Currently a

maintenance record entry, as specified under § 43.9(a), must
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include: (1) a description (or reference to data acceptable
to the Administrator) of the work performed; (2) the date of
completion of the work performed; (3) the name of the person
performing the work if other than the person who approved
the item for return to service; and (4) the signature,
certificate number, and kind of certificate held by the
person who approves an item for return to service.
Maintenance record retention and transfer requirements
for aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, propellers,
appliances, components, and parts are governed by the rules
for the operation in which the items are used. As a result
of this practice, identical items can be accompanied by
different sets of maintenance records, depending on the type
of operation in which the item has been used. Many aircraft
parts and components, especially avionics, can be used on
numerous types of aircraft that may be operated under
different operating rules. Such items may be used on an
aircraft engaged in a specific operation governed by one
part of the regulations and may later be removed from that
aircraft, and either sold, placed in storage, or installed
on an aircraft engaged in an operation governed by a
different part of the regulations with different maintenance
recordkeeping requirements. Under the current rules, two
identical parts or components held by an owner, operator, or
repair station can be accompanied by different sets of

maintenance records. These differences between the
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maintenance recordkeeping requirements for each operating
rule greatly hinder the ability of owners, operators, and
repair stations to transfer items among persons operating
under different parts of the regulations. Such differences
are apparent in recordkeeping systems where operators' stock
numbers, traceable to manufacturers' parts numbers, are
used.
Proposed Requirements

To standardize the contents of maintenance record
entries and facilitate not only the maintenance but also the
transfer of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts, the proposed
rule would establish one set of maintenance record entry
requirements. By specifying the minimum elements of a
maintenance record entry for all owners, operators,
maintenance personnel, and repair stations and by more
accurately explaining what information is required when
providing a description of work performed, the proposed rule
would establish a foundation upon which a standardized
system for the retention and transfer of maintenance records
would be based. By establishing these consistent
maintenance record entry requirements, the rule also would
ensure that a standard set of data would be used as the
basis for determining the airworthiness of any aircraft,

airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component,
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or part, regardless of the type of operation in which the
item has been or is currently being used.

Current § 43.9 requifementé mandating that a
maintenance record entry contgin the date on which the
maintenance, preventive maintenance, rebuilding, or
alteration was completed, and the name, signature,
certificate number, and kind of certificate held by the
person approving the work would remain unchanged in the
proposed rule. In addition to these requirements, the-
proposal also would require that a specific reference
identifying the name, number, and serial number of an
appliance, component, or part (correlating to the
manufacturer's appliance, component, or part name, number,
and serial number), and applicable work érder number (s), be
included in each maintenance record entry, if applicable.

The proposal also would permit a person to approve an
item for return to service by using other positive
identification that complies with the provisions of a
certificate holder's manual in lieu of that person's
handwritten signature, certificate number, and kind of
certificate. Such a change would further facilitate the use
of practices such as electronic maintenance entries,
employee stamps, and authorization codes, and would provide
certificate holders with greater flexibility in implementing

their maintenance programs.
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Under the current rule, the inclusion of information
describing the work performed is required to be stated in a
maintenance record entry; however, the exact information to
be included is implied rather than specifically stated. The
proposal would delineate those particular actions that
should be specifically described in any maintenance record
entry. These would include, but not be limited to:

(1) compliance with an AD; (2) the performance of a major
repair, to include reference to data used to complete the
major repair; (3) the performance of a major alteratién, to
include reference to data used to complete the major
alteration; (4) the performance of an overhaul; (5) the
replacement of a life-limited part; (6) the accomplishment
of a task in a maintenance program; (7) the performance of
any actions specified in the Airworthiness Limitations
section of a manufacturer's maintenance manual or
Instructions for Continued Airworthiness.

Only the accomplishment of an AD would require the
individual making the maintenance record entry to include
specific information in the description of work performed
(e.g., specific AD number; revision number, revision date,
or amendment number; and method of compliance).

Although the inclusion of a service bulletin's or
owner-operator directed maintenance order's number is
encouraged in a maintenance record entry (and may be the

easiest means of providing a succinct description of the
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work performed), it would not be required to be included in
a maintenance record entry, provided that an adequate
description of the work performed is included.

The FAA also proposes that the descriptioﬁ of work
performed in a maintenance record entry include the
time-in-service of any life-limited part that has been
installed. It would not be required as a maintenance record
entry for work performed on other items. Time-in-service
with respect to maintenance time records is defined in § 1.1
as "the time from the moment an aircraft leaves the surface
of the earth until it touches it at the next point of
landing" and may be measured in hours, cycles, or any other
applicable standard.

Current 14 CFR §§ 91.417, 121.380, and 135.439 require
all operators to retain records containing information
specifying the total time-in-service of the airframe (and
each engine, propeller, and rotor for part 91 and 135
operators and each engine and propeller, subject to certain
limitations for part 121). These regulations also require
the retention of records specifying the current status of
life-limited parts. Although time-in-service is not
currently required as a maintenance record entry, a
requirement to include it as a maintenance record entry for
life-limited parts would facilitate the compilation of the
data used to determine current status information for

life-limited parts. It would ensure that the data upon
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which this current status information is based could be
collected.

The FAA also proposes to require that a maintenance
record entry include the specific work order number(é) for
any maintenance, preventive maintenance, rebuilding, or
alteration performed, if such numbers are used by owners,
operators, or maintenance personnel in performing work on an
item. This new requirement would fécilitate the retrieval
of any additional information that pertains to work that has
been accomplished but that is not contained in a particular
maintenance record entry. Entries of work order numbers are
required on FAA Form 8130-3 and JAA Form One. Work order
numbers could be provided by the owner, operator, or repair
facility. All applicable work order numbers would be
required to be listed in the maintenance record entry. The
FAA recognizes that certain work, especially work done in
support of general aviation, may not be identified by a work
order number or numbers. The proposal would not require the
creation of such numbers; it would only require the
recording of such numbers if used by maintenance personnel.

The proposal would further assist maintenance
organizations or persons conducting subsequent maintenance
of an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller,
appliance, component, or part by requiring that a part's
name, number, and serial number (if applicable) be recorded

in a maintenance record entry so that it correlates to the

24




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

manufacturer's part number and serial number. By requiring
the inclusion of this data, the rule would ensure that the
owner or operator is aware of the specific part that has
been used in any work performed. ~Operators frequently use
their own internal systems to identify interchangeable
parts. These parts may have been manufactured by any one of
a number of manufacturers. Consequently, tﬁese owners' or
operators' references to a part cannotvalways be correlated
to a specific part from a single manufacturer. Because the
method of performance of subsequent maintenance actions may
depend on the conclusive identification of a part previously
used, the ability to verify the origin of a part from a
specific manufacturer is eséential. The proposal, however,
would not require the creation of part numbers or serial
numbers for unnumbered or unserialized parts.

The FAA recognizes that current § 43.9(b) requires
operators issued certificates under part 121 or part 135
that have approved Continuous Airworthiness Maintenance
Programs to make maintenance record entries in accordance
with the applicable provisions of the chapters under which
their operations are conducted. Although the manner in
which these records are retained may vary, the information
contained within these records should correspond to that
required by proposed § 43.9(a). The FAA contends that by
specifying the types of work that should be specifically

described in a maintenance record entry, it would establish
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the foundation upon which a system of readily transferable

‘records could be based that would benefit the entire

aviation maintenance industry, as well as aircraft owners
and operators. The information that describes any work
performed, therefore, would be the same, regardless of the
operating rule under which the items were used. Use of
these standard maintenance record entry requirements would
ensure that records of wbrk performed on any aircraft,
airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component,
or part could be readily integrated into the maintenance
recordkeeping system of any owner, operator, or repair
station. A provision similar to current § 43.9(b) therefore
would not be contained in the proposed rule.

Although the proposed rule specifies the information to
be included in a maintenance record entry, maintenance
personnel would retain the flexibility to use a variety of
methods to create a maintenance record entry, such as an
entry in a logbook, an electronic record, FAA Form 337,

FAA Form 8130-3, or JAAIForm One. The proposal would also
specifically permit an individual approving the work
performed to use other positive identification that complies
with the provisions of a certificate holder's manual to
indicate that an item has been approved for return to
service.

In seeking to develop a maintenance recordkeeping

system that better facilitates the transfer of items among
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owners, operators, and maintenance facilities, the FAA,
through ARAC, has considered the recommendations of all
segments of the aviation industry involved in aircraft
production, maintenance, and operations. The FAA also has
reviewed methods of documenting airworthiness, such as

FAA Form 8130-3 "Airworthiness Approval Tag" and Joint
Aviation Authorities (JAA) Form One, to determine the types
of data that should constitute the proposed minimum
maintenance record entry requirements. The FAA's proposed
changes to the requirements for a maintenance record entry
would ensure that the maintenance record entries specified
on currently used forms be included in FAA recordkeeping
requirements. The proposal also would increase the level of
similarity between JAA and FAA maintenance record entry
requirements and place no unreasonable burden on owners,
operators, or maintenance personnel. The proposal would not
change current rules pertaining to the international
transfer of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts.

Although the FAA, in response to a petition for
rulemaking submitted by Mr. Grant W. Young on behalf of
Aviation Records Management Co., Inc. (Docket No. 26864,

59 FR 5554, Feb. 7, 1994), considered requiring part 121,
125, and 135 operators and third-party facilities to use
standardized forms when performing routine and nonroutine

maintenance at the C-check level and above, the FAA deemed
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such a proposal to be overly burdensome to the aviation
maintenance industry. The proposal and the existing
regulations do not prohibit a maintenance facility from
developing a suitable format for recording maintenance
record entries that comply with § 43.9.

The establishment of a standardized set of data to be
created after the performance of maintenance, preventive
maintenance, rebuilding, or alterations would facilitate the
use of electronic maintenance recordkeeping systems to
retain and store the data created. Only one set of data
would be necessary to describe all maintenance actions
accomplished on an item, regardless of the operating rule
under which the item was or is being used. Such records
uniformity would greatly aid the industry in developing and
using electronic recordkeeping systems for the retention of
maintenance records. This proposal is not, however,
intended to preclude the use of paper-based recordkeeping
systems.

Manufacturers

Current Requirements

The scope of the requirements for the transfer of
information concurrent with the delivery of an aircraft,
airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component,

or part from a manufacturer is limited. Current
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14 CFR § 21.5 states that each airplane or rotorcraft that
was not type certificatéd with an Airplane or Rotorcraft
Flight Manual and that has no flight time before

March 1, 1979, must be delivered with a current approved
Airplane or Rotorcraft Flight Manual. Although the flight
manual providés significant information pertaining to the
operating limitations, operating procedures, and performance
limitations of the aircraft, it provides little information
regarding an aircraft's current maintenance status.

The regulations do not explicitly require a
manufacturer to provide maintenance records or other
information that an operator would be required to retain
regarding the maintenance status of an aircraft engine or
propeller. Similarly, the regulations do not explicitly
require a manufacturer of an appliance, component, or
part to provide maintenance documentation. The lack of such
information hinders thé ability of an owner or operator to
verify the airworthiness of items received from
manufacturers.

Proposed Requirements

As noted earlier, a major goal of this proposal is to
facilitate the development of a standardized maintenance
recordkeeping system that would enable owners and operators
to ensure that a standard set of maintenance records
accompanies an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,

propeller, appliance, component, or part throughout its
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life. To achieve this goal, it is critical that owners and
operators have access to information that would estabiish
the initial maintenance status of these items.

This proposal would require any person who produces an
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part pursuant to a certificate, approval, or
authorization provided by the Administrator to maintain the
minimum amount of information necessary to establish the
current maintenance status and airworthiness of the item. A
manufacturer would be required to provide this information
to the recipient of an item at the time of its delivery
commencing 1 year after the effective date of the rule.

The proposal would therefore help the recipient to
verify any maintenance actions that may have been taken
before delivery, which could affect the current status or
future airworthiness of the item. It would not require that
this information be provided for owner-produced parts or for
standard parts because those parts are not produced pursuant
to requirements contained in 14 CFR part 21.

The information required would include: the name,
number, and serial number of the aircraft, airframe,
aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part;
the weight and center of gravity for aircraft (and the
conditions under which these values were determined); the
current status of applicable AD's (to include AD's that have

been accomplished during the production process, but not
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AD's that have been completely included as a result of an
approved design change); the part number and serial number
of any life-limited part and the part's total

time-in-service and life limit; a description of any

alterations or modifications accomplished in accordance with

a Supplemental Type Certificate; the airworthiness
certificate, if applicable; and evidence indicating that the
item was produced pursuant to a certificate, approval, or
authorization provided by the Administrator.

The proposed rule introduces the concept of "evidence"
of production pursuant to a certificate, approval, or
authorization. The FAA recognizes that there are varying
types of evidence of production pursuant to a certificate,
approval, or authorization. Such evidence can be in ﬁhe
form of documentation, a packing list, invoice, or material
certification. Evidence also can consist of part markings.

Examples of evidence sufficient to indicate production
pursuant to a certificate, approval, or authorization could
consist of a type certificate number, or a Parts
Manufacturer Approval (PMA) or Technical Standard Order
(TSO) number. Products manufactured according to a TSO, for
example, require that the TSO number be marked on the
product's data plate and parts manufactured pursuant to a
PMA are required to be marked "FAA-PMA." Any purchase
records used to demonstrate compliance with the proposed

requirement must indicate the specific certification,
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approval, or authorization basis used for the production of
the item or refer to documentation on which the specific
certification, approval, or authorization basis for the
production of the item caﬁ be found. Sufficient
documentation, however, need not consist of the original
certificate, authorization, or approval issued to the
manufacturer but may include a copy of such documentation.
For items delivered in lots, a single document may be used
to determine the status of each item contained within the
lot. If an item was removed from the lot and evidence of
its status was required, documentation indicating that Ehe
removed item had been part of the lot and the certification,
approval, or authorization status of the lot would provide
sufficient evidence of the individual item's status.
Additional documentation may not be needed if the markings
on an item provide the required information; e.g., for TSO
products.

Since the proposed rule also requires verification of
this evidence at each transfer by a certificated entity,
acceptable evidence may consist of a certification that the
product's production status was reviewed during a required
receiving inspection. Acceptable evidence also could
consist of the results of a conformity inspection conducted
to determine if the item meets all requirements for its
production. Evidence of production pursuant to a

certificate, approval, or authorization would not be
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required to be in the form of paper documentation. The FAA
contends that the provision of this information by
manufacturers will greatly assist an owner or operator in
determining the modification status of any item that is
delivered.

The proposal would not require that this information be
provided for parts produced by an owner or operator for
maintaining the owner's or operator's own product. Such
parts are frequently produced under part 43 during the
accomplishment of a major repair. The documentation
associated with the manufacture of these parts is required
to be retained under proposed § 91.417 and transferred under
proposed § 91.419. The proposal also would not require
manufacturers to provide this information for standard parts
produced in accordance with industry or U.S. specifications.
These parts are not produced in accordance with a formal
FAA approval process.

The recipient subject to the proposed recordkeeping
requirements would not be required to retain the original
certification and maintenance records prdvided by the
manufacturer. The recipient could integrate the information
contained within these records into its own recordkeeping
system and not retain the original certification and
maintenance records, yet still satisfy all applicable

regulatory requirements.
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Retention of these records by persons not subject to
the proposed maintenance recordkeeping requirements is
encouraged to facilitate the subsequent transfer of aviation
products to persons subject to these requirements. The FAA ’
contends that although suppliers and distributors would not
be subject to these proposed requirements, virtually all
suppliers and distributors would retain these records
because the information contained in the records would be
required by their customers to meet the proposed
requirements.

The receiving owner, operator, or repair station would
use this information as the basis for integrating an
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part into its own maintenance recordkeeping
system. In so doing, the recipient would be ensured of
possessing the information neéessary to ensure initial
compliance with the récord retention requirements of
proposed § 91.417. These records would be continually
updated as work is performed on the item.

The original information provided by a manufacturer
under proposed 14 CFR § 21.7 could be transferred by the
manufacturer in paper, electronic, microfilm, or another
equivalent format. The information would be required to be
retained by the aircraft's owner or operator only if
required to comply with the requirements of proposed

§ 91.417, and would not be required to be retained when no

34




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

longer required to document the status of an item
(i.e., when the information has been transferred with the
item from one certificate holder to another certificate
holder or when the information has been transferred to an
electronic recordkeeping system that meets the requirements
of proposed § 91.423 or § 145.65). Although the proposal
would address only manufacturers and, therefore, would place
no requirement on suppliers and distributors to transfer or
retain such data, the proposal would require certificate
holders and operators to obtain this information under
proposed §§ 91.420(a) and 145.69(a). The requirements
placed on certificate holders and operators to obtain such
data should therefore result in the provision of this
information by suppliers aﬁd distributors. |
Manufacturers would be required to maintain this
information and to provide it to all recipients for each
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, and part produced after [l year after the
effective date of the rule]. A manufacturer would not be
required to provide this information for items produced and
transferred prior to [l year after the effective date of the
rule], however the proposed requirement would apply to items
produced prior to [1 year after the effective date of the

rule], (i.e., inventory items) that are transferred after

that time.
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Additionally, a manufacturer would not be required to
provide the name, number, and serial number of all
subcomponents or parts that comprise an item that is being
delivered. This information would already have been
provided to the manufacturer of the larger item during the
production process. The manufacturer may choose to provide
this information, but it would not be required by the |
proposed rule. This subcomponent/parts listing would only
be required for any item on which certain maintenance
actions had been performed prior to delivery (AD's, or any
alterations or modifications accomplished in accordance with
an STC) to identify the item on which work was performed and
to identify life-limited parts. Current status information
for AD's, however, would be required to be provided not only
for the item delivered but also for any item that forms a
portion of the larger item delivered, as such AD's would be
considered "applicable" to the item delivered.

Initial certification records would be required to be
provided to noncertificated aviation parts distributors and
suppliers, as well as to owners and operators of aircraft.
The proposed rule would only establish this requirement for
manufacturers producing items pursuant to an FAA |
certificate, approval, or authorization. While the proposal
would not require parts distributors and suppliers to
provide this information to their customers, it does require

an operator to receive this information in accordance with
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proposed § 91.420 and a repair station to receive this
information in accordance with § 145.69. The proposal would
not require producers of standard parts, .or owners or
operators who produce parts for use on their own aircraft,
to provide this information. Aircraft owners, operators,
and repair stations would continue to be required to ensure
the airworthiness of any standard part, or part produced by
an owner or operator, installed on a type-certificated
product, even though initial certification records would not
be required from the manufacturer of any of these products.
A standard part's conformity to industry or U.S. standards
and applicable marking requirements, or certification that a
part was produced by an owner or operator, should provide
evidence of such compliance.

Although the FAA does not propose to regulate
noncertificated distributors and suppliers, these entities
would be encouraged to provide the records specified in
proposed § 21.7 to all aircraft owners, operators, and
repair stations with whom they conduct business. These
noncertificated entities and suppliers should note that the
requirements for aircraft owners, operators, and repair
stations in proposed §§ 91.420 and 145.69 would result in
requests for this information. An owner, operator, or
repair station that chooses to accept an item from a

noncertificated entity without certification information
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would be required to complete a full conformity inspection
of the item upon receipt.

Under proposed §§ 91.420 and 145.69, aircraft owners,
operators, and repair stations would be required to obtain
the records specified in proposed § 21.7, upon the receipt
of an item from its manufacturer. However, if the owner,
operator, or repair station receives an item from a person
other than its manufacturer, it must obtain either the
records specified in proposed § 21.7, or the information
contained in those certification records in a form that
meets the requirements of proposed § 91.417, at the time of
transfer. If a transferor other than a manufacturer can
provide the information contained in the records specified
in proposed § 21.7, to the receiving owner, operator, or
repair station in the form of records that meet the
provisions of proposed § 91.417(a), (b), (c), (d), and (g),
the recipient would not need to obtain the records specified
in proposed § 21.7. '

Aircraft owners, operators, and repair stations,
therefore, would be ensured of obtaining the information
contained in the records noted in proposed § 21.7, either in
the form of original certification records or their
equivalent (e.g., copies of the original records or the
information contained in those records). Aircraft owners,
operators, and repair stations that obtain aircraft parts

from distributors, for example, would be required to obtain
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either the records specified in proposed § 21.7, or records
containing this information, that meet the applicable
portions of proposed § 91.417.

If the item was received from a person required to
conduct a receiving inspection of the item's records as
specified under proposed 14 CFR §§ 121.369(b)(10),
125.249(a) (3) (viii), 129.14(a) (2), and 135.427(b) (10), or
the applicable provisions of part 145, or the item was
previously owned, operated, or maintained by a person
required to conduct such an inspection, the FAA would not
consider the specific certificate, approval, or
authorization provided by the Administrator to be the sole
means of meeting the requirement of proposed § 21.7(a) (7).
The FAA also would consider evidence indicating that the
item was properly inspected and accepted by a person
required by regulation to conduct a receiving inspection, or
evidence indicating that the item was removed from a
higher-level assembly, produced pursuant to a certificate,
approval, or authorization provided by the Administrator as
being sufficient to conclusively indicate that the item
itself was produced pursuant to a certificate, approval, or
authorization provided by the Administrator. |

Although the FAA is not proposing the creation of a
mandatory removal record, such documentation
(e.g., FAA Form 8130-3) would assist in identifying

airworthy parts that are not subject to PMA or TSO marking
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requirements, facilitate the transfer of parts for
subsequent maintenance or “"cannibalization," and serve as an
acceptable method of meeting the requirements of proposed

§ 91.417(a) (12) in any subsequent transfer of the item. If
the owner, operator, or repair station does not have a
record indicating that an item was produced pursuant to some
form of certificate, approval, or authorization, the item
would be required to be inspected for conformity with design
requirements prior to its installation on a certificated
aircraft.

Although the FAA considered imposing a specific
requirement on owners, operators, and repair stations to
provide original certification, approval, or authorization
documentation to indicate an item's status with all
transfers, the FAA determined that such a requirement would
be overly burdensome. The original certification
information only would be required with the initial transfer
of an item from its manufacturer or when no other evidencev
could be provided that the item had previously been produced
or maintained in accordance with regulatory requirements.

In many transfers, an item already will have been inspected
to determine its status. Additionally the item's
accompanying maintenance records will have been reviewed for
compliance with proposed regulatory requirements. Repeated
inspections of an item's original certification, approval,

or authorization documents would not be considered
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necessary, provided that a subsequent owner, operator, or
repair station could determine that a receiving inspection,
mandated by regulation, had been'accomplished and that the
item had indeed been accepted by the operator that Eonducted
the inspection, or that the item had been removed from a
higher-level component whose status could be documented.

Both the FAA and the aviation maintenance industry are
firmly committed to ensuring that unapproved parts do not
enter the aviation maintenance system. The FAA recognizes
the difficulty that manufacturers, owners, operators, and
repair stations have in determining an item's status,
especially for those items that have been removed for
repair, reinstallation, exchange, or transfer. This concern
was noted in the October 6, 1995, report of the FAA's
Suspeéted Unapproved Parts Task Force, which specifically
cited industry-wide problems in ensuring that parts conform
to type design and are in a condition for safe operation
prior to installation on an aircraft. The report also noted
the aviation maintenance industry's difficulties in
maintaining a record of a part's approval status after its
removal from an aircraft.

The FAA contends that this proposal would provide the
recipients of aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, |
propellers, appliances, components, and parts with
sufficient documentation or equivalent evidence to ensure

that the items they receive have been manufactured in
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accordance with proper certification, approval, or
authorization procedures, thereby decreasing the presence of

unapproved parts within the aviation community. The

~proposal would establish an initial "filter," which would

~ensure that upon the first entry of an item into the

aviation maintenance industry, there would be sufficient
indication of its proper status. The specific
certification, authorization, or approval would be initially
provided by the manufacturer and would accompany the item as
an indication of its status until the item had been
inspected and accepted by a certificate holder required to
possess an inspection program under proposed

§§ 121.369(b) (10), 125.249(a)(3) (viii), 129.14(a) (2),
135.427(b) (10), or part 145. After the item had been
subjected to such an inspection and accepted by the
operator, evidence of compliance with the inspection or
evidence indicating that the item had been removed from a
higher-level component whose proper status could be
documented would constitute sufficient documentation. Such
evidence would provide sufficient information upon which to
formulate those maintenance records required by proposed

§ 91.417. 1If an item was not subjected to an inspection
program, such as upon transfer to a person conducting
operations under part 91, the original certification records

should accompany the item.
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Expansion of the Scope of Maintenance Records Retained for

. : ot : . . 1]
Appliance, Component, or Part

Current Requirements

Maintenance record retention requirements are specified
in §§ 91.417, 121.380, 135.439, and 145.61. Part 125
operators and foreign operators of U.S.-registered aircraft
under part 129 are subject to the record retention
requirements of § 91.417.

The maintenance record retention requirements of
§ 121.380 require that each certificate holder retain the
following specific information: (1) the total
time-in-service of an airframe; (2) the total
time-in-service for each engine and propeller (subject to
certain limitations as specified in § 121.380(b); (3) the
current status of life-limited parts of each airframe,
engine, propeller, and appliance; (4) the time since the
last overhaul of items that are required to be overhauled on
a specific time basis; (5) the current inspection status of
the aircraft; (6) the current status of applicable AD's,
including the date and method of compliance and if the AD
involves recurring action, the time and date when the next
action is required; and (7) a list of current major

alterations to each airframe, engine, propeller, and
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appliance. These records must be retained and transferred
with the aircraft at the time the aircraft is sold.

Current § 121.380 also requires a certificate holder to
retain all the records necessary to show that all the
requirements for the issuance of an airworthiness release
have been met for 1 year after the work is performed or
until the work is repeated or superseded by other work.
However, the records of the last complete overhaul of each
airframe, engine, propeller, and appliance are required to
be retained until the work is superseded by work of
equivalent scope and detail.

The maintenance record retention requirements of
§ 135.439 are virtually identical to those of § 121.380,
with only a minor difference relating to total
time-in-service records. In § 135.439, total
time-in-service records are required for airframes, engines,
propellers, and rotors; § 121.380 requires these records for
airframes, and in limited cases, for engines and propellers.

Maintenance record retention and transfer requirements
for owners and operators under parts 91 aﬁd 125, and foreign
operators of U.S.-registered aircraft under part 129 are
found in § 91.417. The § 91.417 record retention
requirements that pertain to total time-in-service, current
status of life-limited parts, time since overhaul, current
inspection status, and current status of applicable AD's are

identical to the requirements of § 135.439.
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Current § 91.417 requires that forms prescribed by
§ 43.9(a) be retained only for major alterations to the
airframe and currently installed engines, rotors, propellers
and appliances, whereas § 135.439 requires that a list of
major alterations and major repairs to each airframe,
engine, propeller, rotor, and appliante be retained.
Current § 121.380 only requires that a list of major
alterations to each airframe, engiﬁe, propeller, and
appliance be retained. Current §§ 121.380 and 135.439 do
not refer to the forms specified in current § 43.9(a).

Current § 91.417 also differs from current §§ 121.380
and 135.439 in that it does not refer to an airworthiness
release, which is not required for part 91 operations.
However, for each aircraft, aifframe, engine, propeller,
rotor, and appliance, current § 91.417 does require that
each owner or operator retain records of maintenance,
preventive maintenance, or alteration, as well as records of
100-hour, annual, progressive, and other required or
approved inspections until the work is repeated or
superseded by other work or for 1 year after the work is
performed. These records must include: (1) a description
(or reference to acceptable data) of the work performed; |
(2) the date of completion of the work performed; and
(3) the signature and certificate number of the person

approving the aircraft for return to service.
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As a result of the development of maintenance record
retention requirements over an extended period of time,
parts 91, 121, and 135 set forth slightly different minimum
regulatory requirements for owners and operators.

Proposed Requirements

The FAA proposes to standardize minimum record content
and retention requirements by consolidating all current
requirements for owners and operators into proposed
§ 91.417. The record retention requirements found in
current §§ 121.380 and 135.439 would be deleted. Owners,
operators, and repair stations, however, would not be
required to modify or create any additional records to
document work accomplished prior to the effective date of
the rule.

The provisions contained in § 91.417 now would apply to
all operators. This change would ensure the availability of
standardized records for aircraft that are transferred
between persons conducting operations under different
operating regulations. In addition, it would eliminate
problems encountered in documenting previous aircraft
maintenance when an aircraft (or other item) operated under
the maintenance record retention provisions of one part of
the regulations is transferred to an owner or operator
operating pursuant to another part of the regulations that

has different maintenance record retention requirements.
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The proposed rule also would specify that current
status information for overhauls, inspections, and
AD compliance would pertain to all airframes, aircraft
engines, propellers, appliances, components, and parts.
Current status information for AD's would include those
applicable AD's accomplished during manufacture. Including
current status information for these items would ensure
consistency between the maintenance record entry
requirements in proposed § 43.9 and the record retention
requirements proposed for all owners and operators..

Records for each major repair also would have to be
retained and transferred, as would documentation of the
status of any item produced pursuant to any certificate,
authorization, or approval provided by the Administrator.
These requirements are discussed separately in the proposal.
Current requirements for the retention of major alteration
records would be consolidated in proposed § 91.417.

Records of the maintenance, preventive maintenance,
rebuilding, or alteration of an aircraft, airframe, aircraft
engine, propeller, appliance, component, or part, and
records pertaining to the completion of 100-hour, annual,
progressive, or other required or approved inspections would
continue to be required to be retained for 1 year or until
the work is superseded, whichever occurs sooner. The FAA
recognizes that many owners and operators retain theée

records for longer periods of time, however, the proposal
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would continue to permit the disposal of these records after
1 year, when superseded, or also when repeated.
Additionally, the FaA would permit these records to be
retained in accordance with a certificate holder's manual.

The proposed changes to § 91.417 also would permit
certificate holders operating under part 121 to retain the
last complete overhaul records of an item for 1 year, until
the work is superseded, or in accordance with its manual.
The current rule requires that these operators retain.
records of the last complete overhaul of each airframe,
engine, propeller, rotor, and appliance until the work is
superseded by work of equivalent scope and detail.

With the emergence of modular maintenance, the FAA
contends that many maintenance tasks previously accomplished
through complete overhauls are now accomplished through a
series of modular repairs. The FAA has perceived no need to
differentiate the retention requirements for overhaul
records from those of other maintenance actions and,
therefore, proposes that these records be retained for
1 year, until repeated or superseded, or in accordance with
a certificate holder's manual.

The FAA also proposes contends that owners and
operators with maintenance programs should retain records of
scheduled inspection program tasks until the underlying work
is repeated or superseded. The FAA asserts that records of

this work continue to retain their value in determining an
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item's airworthiness even after a period of 1 year if the
work has not been repeated or superseded. Such information
may be of critical importance in the conduct of any
investigation and may provide»the most recent and relevant
information regarding the nature of the work performed.

The proposed rule would not require that records of
work performed in those portions of progressive inspections
that have been repeated or superseded be retained, even
though the entire progressive inspection has not been
completed. Many tasks completed during a progressive
inspection are identical and repeated over the course of
that progressive inspection. The FAA contends that the
retention of records documenting the earlier accomplishment
of an identical task imposes an unwarranted burden on the
operator and that only the records of the last
accomplishment of a specific task should be required.
Additionally, the proposal would require records of
nonroutine tasks that are not part of an inspection, yet
which are accomplished as part of a required inspection, to
be retained for 1 year, until repeated or superseded, or in
accordance with a certificate holder's manual. To retain
congruency with current international practices and to
ensure the adequate regulation of maintenance practices at
FAA-certificated repair stations, the current requirement
for repair stations to retain records of work accomplished

for 2 years after the performance of the work would remain
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unchanged in the proposal. Owners or operators that engage
in the practice of permitting repair stations to retain
custody of their maintenance records should note that the
current requirement for repair stations to retain records of
work accomplished for 2 years does not relieve the owner or
operator of other applicable regulatory requirements to
retain records of work that has been accomplished.

The FAA also proposes to integrate weight and balance
information for aircraft into the standardized maintenance
recordkeeping system proposed in this NPRM. This
information is crucial to the safety of flight because it is
a prerequisite to the development of current, accurate
operating limitations for an aircraft. The possession of
accurate weight and balance information by an owner or
operator also is necessary to comply with current § 43.5(c),
which requires that operating limitations or flight data
contained in the aircraft flight manual be revised if a
repair or alteration changes any of the parameters. This
proposal would immediately provide the owner or operator
with an aircraft's weight and balance (and its resulting
operating limitations) after a transfer and, therefore, help
owners and operators ensure that their aircraft are operated
within specific weight and balance limitations and other
limitations derived from this information.

During the development of this proposal, the FAA

considered standardizing the current maintenance record
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retention and transfer requirements found in parts 91, 121,
125, and 135 without deleting the sections in these
individual parts pertaining to maintenance recordkeeping and
without consolidating thé proposed requirements within

part 91. The FAA contends that the proposed standardized
maintenance record retention and transfer requirements
constitute the minimum maintenance recordkeeping
requirements necessary to ascertain the airworthiness of all
aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, propellers,
appliances, components, and parts. As such, these
requirements should be included within part 91, which éets
forth all basic minimum requirements for all owners and
operators, to include those operating under parts 121, 125,
129, and 135. The FAA emphasizes, however, that compliance
with these minimum maintenance recordkeeping requirements,
in and of itself, does not ensure the airworthiness of

an item.

As the FAA recognizes that maintenance records may be
retained in a variety of possible formats, the proposal
would require an owner or operator to provide the FAA or
NTSB with a copy of any maintenance record required to be
retained by this proposal in a suitable format. During the
conduct of an investigation, FAA and NTSB investigators must
frequently review a wide variety of maintenance records over
an extended period of time. Although the Administrator may

find the use of electronic and other methods of maintenance
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recordkeeping acceptable, the records retained by an owner
or operator may not be in a format compatible with FAA
systems. Because records reviews may be conducted away from

the owner's, operator's, or repair station's records storage

area, the ability to remove such records to facilitate the

review of their contents by a variety of investigative
personnel is essential to the expeditious conduct of any
investigation. The FAA, therefore, proposes in § 91.417(f)
that any maintenance record required to be maintained by an
owner or operator, be provided in English, either in paper
or other media acceptable to the FAA or NTSB, upon request.

The FAA is neither encouraging or discouraging the use
of paper records to satisfy the proposed requirement. If
electronic records retained by an operator are not in a
format‘compatible with FAA systems, an owner or operator
may, for example, satisfy the proposed requirement by
providing the FAA with electronic records in disk format
together with whatever computer hardware or software would
be necessary to create a paper copy of the desired records.
If the records were maintained in a format compatible with
FAA or NTSB systems, only an electronic copy of the records
would be required to be provided to the FAA or NTSB. The
use of paper records would not be the only means necessary
to satisfy proposed record retention requirements or any

proposed requirements for FAA or NTSB review of records.
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The FAA additionally considered requiring owners and
operators to retain and transfer the current status of
accomplished manufacturers' service bulletins and owner- or
operator-directed maintenance orders. Service bulletins and
owner- or operator-directed maintenance orders frequently .
involve detailed wqu that may, be the subject of a future
AD or may affect subsequent maintenance of an aircraft,
airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance, component,
or part. Such information could give a subsequent owner or
operator of an item a readily available source to determine
whether the work required by a future AD may have been |
accomplished through the completion of a service bulletin or
owner- or operator-directed maintenance order. TIf a new
owner or operator were aware that a serviée bulletin (or
owner- or operator-directed maintenance order that
incorporates a service bulletin) recognized by the FAA as a
permissible way to comply with an AD has already been
performed on an item, the new owner or operator may not be
required to repeat the maintenance actions specified in the
AD. Current status information also would provide the owner
Oor operator with information that also may affect the future
maintenance, preventive mainteﬁance, rebuilding, or
alteration of an item.

Even though information pertaining to the
accomplishment of service bulletins and owner- or

operator-directed maintenance orders may be found in an
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item's maintenance records, the owner or operator of the
item is presently not required to retain or transfer any
records that would provide the current status of these
maintenance actions.

Additionally, the accomplishment of some service
bulletins and owner- or operator-directed maintenance orders
is not mandatory; however, if the work specified in a
service bulletin or owner- or operator-directed maintenance
order were accomplished, a record of that accomplishment
would be created in accordance with both current and
proposed § 43.9. Although information pertaining to the
accomplishment of these actions may facilitate future
maintenance actions, much of this information would be made
available to a subsequent owner or operator through the
records required to be retained and transferred pursuant to
proposed §§ 91.417 and 91.419.

In reviewing proposals to specifically retain and
transfer this current status information, the FAA noted a
number of difficulties that the implementation of such a
proposal would cause for owners and operators. Aviation
maintenance personnel frequently accomplish maintenance
tasks that may constitute the accomplishment of a service
bulletin; however, the accomplishment of such tasks may be
embodied in a work order or owner- or operator-directed
maintenance order that does not specifically reference the

service bulletin accomplished. Some maintenance orders may
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modify service bulletins in recognition of the maintenance
practices used by an operator. Many older service bulletins
also have been incorporated into current maintenance
publications. Maintenance personnel may therefore often
perform work that accomplishes a service bulletin without
being immediately aware that the work performed correlates
to a specific numbered service bulletin.

Requiring aviation maintenance personnel to correlate
all work performed with the pProvisions of specific numbered
service bulletins in order to complete a maintenance record
entry and develop a current status listing of accomplished
service bulletins for all aircraft, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts would often
entail significant and unnecessary records reviews that
would prove to be costly and overly burdensome.
Additionally, the intent of a service bulletin may be met
through actions that may differ from the specific actions
called for in a service bulletin. Owners or operators also
may decide to only accomplish a portion of a service
bulletin. Such actions would not be referenced in any
current status listing of accomplished manufacturers’
service bulletins.

After analyzing the costs and benefits of requiring
owners and operators to retain and transfer the current
status of accomplished manufacturer's service bulletins, the

FAA determined that the costs of requiring owners and
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operators to retain and.transfer this information for all
items would far outweigh any purported safety benefits due
to the inherent difficulties in compiling a complete list of

all accomplished service bulletins. As the intent of

' requiring owners and operators to retain and transfer the

current status of owner- or operator-directed maintenance

orders would primarily be to obtain information regarding

specific service bulletin accomplishments, the FAA has not
proposed that owners and operators retain and transfer the
current status of owner- or operator-directed maintenance

orders.

The method of accomplishing all service bulletins and
owner- or operator-directed maintenance orders, however,
would continue to be recdrded as a description of work
performed in a maintenance record entry made pursuant to
§ 43.9, but the proposal would not specifically require that
any description of work performed include a contemporaneous
recording of the service bulletin number, maintenance order
number, and revision number (if applicable) corresponding to
the actual work performed, nor would it require a record to
be maintained of the current status of accomplished service
bulletins or owner- or operator-directed maintenance orders.
Service bulletins that affect safety would be mandated by an
AD and, therefore, would be subject to the recordkeeping
requirements that pertain to AD's. The recording of this

information would result in the retention of information
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relating to the performance of work that affects
airworthiness, which frequently also has been directed by
service bulletins. Manufacturers also publish service
bulletins, or operators may issue work orders for economic
reasons, which may not directly affect the airworthiness of
an aircraft or other item. The FAA also considered
requiring that only those accomplished manufacturers'
service bulletins and owner- or operator-directed
maintenance orders that effect airworthiness be retained and
transferred. Because of the difficulty of implementing such
a proposal, the FAA has not proposed that owners and
operators retain and transfer the current status of all
manufacturers' service bulletins or owner- or
operator-directed maintenance orders that affect
airworthiness.

. £ the < ¢ . 1T :

Requirements

In today's aviation environment, aircraft, airframes,
aircraft engines, propellers, appliances, ¢omponents, and
parts are frequently transferred among persons operating
pursuant to different operating requirements. Because
various maintenance recordkeeping systems with their own
specific maintenance record entry and record retention
requirements exist, the minimum information necessary to

determine the airworthiness of an item in some cases may not
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have been available to the operator, the subsequent
transferee, or a repair facility tasked with performing work
on the item. This inconsistency frequently reguires
extensive records research to verify that required
maintenance has been accomplished. Problems in maintenance
record transfers are especially acute in instances where
leasing companies, whose aircraft may be operated under the
maintenance recordkeeping requirements of one section of the
regulations, either lease or receive an item from an owner
or operator conducting maintenance tasks pursuant to another
section of the regulations.

Additionally, when the necessary record verification
cannot be located, previously accomplished maintenance may
need to be repeated. In other instances, new work that is
to be performed may be adversely affected by previously
accomplished, yet unrecorded, work.

Maintenance recordkeeping systems give owners and
operators a means to demonstrate the airworthiness of an
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part, and to transfer such items from one
owner or operator to another. The FAA contends that by
requiring all owners, operators, and repair stations to
comply with a standardized system of maintenance record
entry and record transfer procedures, the ;ransfer of
aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines, propellers,

appliances, components, and parts, with sufficient
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information to document the airworthiness of these items,
would be better guarantéed. |

The proposal would consolidate the requirements for the
transfer of maintenance records for all owners and operators
into proposed § 91.419 and for repair stations into pProposed
§ 145.67. This proposal would encompass the current
requirement to transfer required maintenance records at the
time a U.S.-registered aircraft is sold and would expand the
applicability of the current rule to require the transfer of
all maintenance records that are required to be retained
under the provisions of proposed § 91.417 whenever any
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part is transferred for a purpose other than
having work performed. The proposal, however, would limit
this requirement to items that are approved for return to
service.

By proposing that this requirement apply to items that
are approved for return to service, the FAA would not only
expand the number of instances in which records would be
required to be transferred but also would provide an owner
or operator with a means to adequately dispose of items not
approved for return to service which it may, for economic or
other reasons, desire to transfer to a person not subject to
the requirements of this part without the maintenance

records specified in proposed § 91.417. Such tfansfers
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frequently occur when an owner or operator intends to

dispose of an item for its scrap or residual value.
Because the current maintenance record retention and

transfer requirements for aircraft, airframes, aircraft

engines, propellers, appliances, components, and parts are

'governed by the operating rules under which the items are

used, transfers of these items would be greatly simplified
by adopting the standardized maintenance record retention
and transfer requiremehts proposed for all owners,
operators, and repair stations. The standardization of the
information transferred through the consolidation of
maintenance record retention and transfer requirements in
part 91, for owners and operators, and part 145, for repair
stations, should decrease the time and expense incurred in
ensuring that transferred maintenance records comply with
all provisions of the part under which an aircraft or other
item is currently being operated. The transferal of this
standardized information should greatly assist owners and
operators in controlling scheduled and unscheduled
maintenance, evaluating the quality of maintenance sources
and maintenance programs, and eliminating reinspections of
items to establish airworthiness. It also should decrease
the time and expense incurred in records research when an
aircraft or other item is transferred to a subsequent owner
or operator and should provide recipients of an item removed

from a serviceable aircraft with an adequate record to
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document that item's maintenance status. Standardized
maintenance record retention and trénsfer requirements would
be the basis for an internally'consistent maintenance
recordkeeping system that can be readily implemented by any
owner, operator, or repair station.

Additionally, by requiring owners, operators, and
repair stations to provide the proposed records with the
transfer of all aircraft, airframes, aircraft engines,
propellers, appliances, components, and parts (except for
items that are not approved for return to service, whére
records would not be required to be transferred, and for the
purpose of performing work on the item, where only those
records necessary for the performance of the work would be
transferred), the FAA contends that recipients of these
items would be able to more rapidly and accurately assess
and confirm the airworthiness of the items transferred,
thereby improving safety. Possession of this informatioh
would greatly facilitate the integration of each transferred
item into any maintenance program used by the recipient.

The information contained in those maiﬁtenance records
retained and transferred with an item approved for return to.
service would constitute a "data frame set." The term "data
frame set" is a recognized term used in the aviation
maintenance industry to describe the content of maintenance
record entries and maintenance records described in proposed

§§ 43.9 and 91.417, respectively. This data frame set would
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provide owners, operators, maintenance personnel, and
inspectors with the essential minimum information necessary
to assess the airworthiness of an item. The creation of
this information would be initiated through the transferal
of information from manufacturers when any manufacturer
delivers an item under the provisions of proposed § 21.7.
The information would be updated as maintenance record
entries are made pursuant to proposed § 43.9 and retained in
the records that would be required to be retained pursuant
to proposed § 91.417.

The FAA, as stated earlier, also proposes to expand the
definition of the term "transfer" to reflect current
industry practices. The maintenance records specified in
proposed § 91.417 would be required to be transferred at
every conveyance of an aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine,
propeller, appliance, component, or part among owners and
operators, rather than under the more limited circumstances
noted in the current rule.

An owner or operator would be permitted to transfer an
item that is not approved for return to service without the
maintenance records specified in proposed § 91.417. If the
owner or operator transfers an item that is not approved for
return to service, the owner would be required to provide a
stétement to that effect that includes the basis for that

determination under the provisions of proposed § 91.419 (b).
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A similar provision would be established for repair stations
in proposed § 145.67(a) (2).

The FAA notes that virtually all transfers of an
aircraft, airframe, aircraft engine, propeller, appliance,
component, or part between owners and operators should
therefore include a transfer of the item's corresponding
maintenance records because each owner or operator would be
required to maintain these records for the item pursuant to
proposed § 91.417. An owner or operator who receives an
item, however, would still be permitted to allow the
preceding owner or operator to retain physical custody of
the records as set forth under proposed § 91.420(d). Such a
practice would be common in many rental, leasing, and parts
borrowing agreements. The receiving owner or operator would
continue to be responsible for the regulatory compliance of
the required records.

A more limited transfer requirement, discussed below,
would apply only when the product is transferred for the
purpose of having work performed, and the item will be
returned after completing the work. In this instance, an
operator would still have the option of permitting another
person, such as a repair.station, to retain the required
maintenance records under proposed § 91.420(4d).

The proposal would not introduce any new requirements
for distributors or suppliers that operate without any form

of production approval, as these persons are not required to
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